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ABSTRACT 

- „ Findings from -the Student Attribute Study, a tM or year 

investigation designed to identify student characteristics and 
behaviors related to teacher expectations and. attitudes are reported. 
Children in grades two through five Mho received consistent teacher 
rankings over k two-year period on one or pore of 13 bi-polar scales 
d^j^ribing student characteristics were idenjtif ie^^' At the end of the 
seSn'd. year, classroom observers coMpleted a behavior check list^ on 
the target students they observed. Check list items were "analyzed by 
grade and sex as weU as for high, medium, or .lo* teacher rankings on 
the 13 scales. The Results: revealed more overt cla'ssrpom misbehavior 
attributed to boys than girls. Although few int'erpretable grade 
effects appeared, they generally sujpjported the idea that sassing and 
other negative behaviors decrease with aige. in general, the check 
list data support other data from the stttd> showing that students 
ranked high on teacher cbncern but lt)w on th^ other 12 scales were 
described more negatively by coders than students ranked favorably by 
the teachers. Alt hough there were obvious halo effects, in the teach^ 
rankings, the ratnkings were generally accurate. (Author/MV) ^ 
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Abstract 



This paRer reports findings from one set of data from the Student 
Attribute Study/ a two-year investigation designefi to identify s.tudent 
characteristics and behaviors related to teacher expectations and at- 
titudes. Children in grades two through five were identified who received" 
cqnsjstent teacher ran'nings-over a two-year perjod on one or more of 13 
bi-po.lar scales describing student characteristics. At the end of the 
second year, classroom observers completed a behavior checklist on the 
target. students they observed. Checklist items were analyzed by grade 
and sex as. we I I as for high, medium, or low teacher rankings on the 13 
scales. Findings revealed more overt classroom misbehayior attributed' 
to boys ;than girls. Although few i nterpretable grade effects apeared, 
they genera lily supported the idea that'sasslng and other negative behaviors 
decrease with age. In general , the checkl ist data kupport other d'ata 
fporti the study. showing that students ranked high on teacher concern but 
low'onfthe other 12 scales were described more negatively by coders than 
students r'anked favorably by the teachers. Although there were obvious 
halo effects in the'teacher rankings, the rankings nevertheless were 
" generally accurate. ^ 



the present paper wiirreport Information from a subset of data 
from- the Student Attribute Study. This study was designed to: ^ a ) 
Identify students seen by. their teachers as consistent on certain personal 
attributes believed to be related to the forma+ion of teacher expectations 
,and attitudes; b) observe these consistent students systematically to 
determine how teachers' perceptions, of them affect teacher-student inter- 
•action in the ''classroom; and c) identify differences in patterns of i^ter- 
actions with students seen as consistently high versus consistently low 

on different scales. 

Sjnce the publ ication of Rosenthal 's and J.acobson's (1968). Pyqmal ion ^ 

. in the Classroom , several investigators haye established that teacher 
attitudes can function as self-fulfilling prophecies affecting the ways 
teachers interact with student|S and the achievement levels of students. 
Considerable information also has been accumulated about ^he mechanisms 
that med=iate sugh effects, i.e., the ways teachers systematically treat 

)^ students differential ly based-on-.tha teachers' attitudes and expectations 
for thefn (Brophy & Good, 1974). However, relatively little information 
exists about how these attitudes and expectations are formed initially. 
Some- information in. impression formation exists from social psychology, 

~^t much of it deals wlth"^dVrtr7afher than students and teachers in fReT 
classroom. The Student Attribute Study was designed to investigate the 
characteristics of students which lead teachers to form certain expec- . 

-^tatrons and attitudes toward them* 



In the first year, teachers in first through fowrth grade In four 
elementary schools ranked |>the}r students at the beginning, middle, and 
end of the year on 13 bi-pplar scales: (calm vs; restless, .careful vs, 
careless,, persistent vs. needs prodding, mature vs. immature, cooperative 
vs. uncooperative, creative vs. uncreative, high probable achiever vs. ^. 
low probable achiever, would like to keep vs. would like to have remoyed, 
needs special attention .vs. needs no special attention,* stands out 9^s. 
'hardly notil^e^ble, looks you in the eye vs. averts eyes, attractive vs. 
unattractive, and happy vs. unhappy). 

The second year, ^teachers In second through fifth grades ranked these 
same students on the same scales. Using these rankings, students were 
ldentifie,d who were perceived consistently on one or more scales across 
time and by both teachers. In the latter part of the second year, these 
•cQnsistent students, whose teachor rankings were unknown to classroom 
coders, were observed in their classrooms by observers (coders) who used 
a muli-i -face fed, low inference coding system designed specifically for 
the study (Brophy, King, Evertson, Baum, Crawford, Mahaffey, & Sherman, 
Note \). :. 

' The system provided for recording dyadic contacts between individual 
- students and the teacher in several contexts (smalMgroup vs. general 
class; public vs. private; teacher Initiated vs. student initiated). 
The system took i nto account some aspects-of qua 1 1 ty as well as: c^uant it-y 
of lntera.ctions. ^ 

r 

Other d^ta from the study include teacher ^and coder adjective descrlp- 

« 

tJons of the target students. At the end of. the second year, teachers were 
Vnterviewed about the students in their classes who were identified for ^ 



qbservatlon, and were asked to give three phrases or adjectives describing 

the^^most .sal ient characteristics of these students. Coders aTso gave 

simi lar descriptions of the students they observed. In addition, they 

filled dat a behavior checklist on the students. Data from the lntir;^iews 

•and fi;6m the descriptions of saj icnt attributes are reported in Baum, 

prbphy, Evertson, Anderson, and Crawford (Note 2), and Anderson, Brophy, 

Evertson, Baum, and Crawford (Note 3), ' • 

« 

This report will present data from the behavior check li.st / It will * 
examine differences across each of^the 13 bipolar scales apd gracle and 
sex differences in coder ratings on the§e checklists. The checklists 
required coders to rate the degrtee to which a given attribute was charac- 
teristic of a particular studen-Ton a 3-point scale (I = "not at all": 
2 = "somewhat"^ and 3 = "typical"). If coders could not rate a student, 
they circled "5,'! and "no data" was recorded. The checklist included 
items such as "short-attention span," "dislikes school," "academic peer 
leader," "disrupts," "plays aggressively with peers," "has fun Wth peers, 
and "aloof and socially reserved," In all, 44 attributes were rated. 

Two coders alternated visits to each classroom until each had com- 
pleted ^ive-2i"hour obseVvatidns on clashes containing several target 
students. Each target student then was rated by both coders, and the 
two scores v/ere added together -for eachjaf the 44 attribute scores. In 
cases*where one coder could no+ ra+e +he student on a given behavior, the 
-rating by the Qther coder was doubled. Thus, scores always ranged from 
two through six. This procedure seemed appropriate because fntercoder 
reliabilities were high onfall but four of the 44 scales. The four ^ 



exceptions (tearfulness and ^chronic anxiety; willingness to help peers; 

\ ' < ' 

depeftdency on ^teacher; and physically robust vs.- frail) were del eted^ 

>from further analyses..^ • / 

Obtaining reliability estimates proved to be somewhat- of a problem. 
Since each scale contnirild only three points, percent agreement figures 
would-be artificially high. 6n the other hand/ Pearson correlations. are 
at'tentuated by such' range restrictions, thereby reducing the chances 
-for significant relationships. We (^ecided to use the Pearson £'s.t6 
.assess iritercbder' agreement, since this provided a more, conservative 
•estimate. Reliabilities ■ol( thd remaining, 40 scales exceeded the .05 level 



Data Analyses 



* 

^wo-way sex (boys vs.^girls) by grade (second, third, fourth, and 
fi'fth) analyses of variance were conducted on the 40 behavior checklist 
items* One-way F^tests using position in the teacher rankings (high,/ ^ 
medium, low) as classifying variables also were computed for each of" the 
checkJist items. These findings w.i 1 1 be dfstussed following th^^sex X 
grade data. Because N's generally were high for all comparisons, .only 

.findings which exceeded tlie .0! level of significance will be discussed. 
Cell N's djifered from item to item, since some pairs of coders 
were not ab|e to rate target students on all items' However, the data . 
analyses programs made_ appropriate adjustments .for upequal cell N^'s 

__ Within separate analyses^. ' 

\ , ^ . : : 

Insert Table r about here 
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Sex Differences " " v 

Fifteen of the 40 items showed significant sex differences at the 
01 leveL The most striking finr^ings for the sex data were the coders' 
perceptions of girls as more sel f-conscious/ easrlly embarrassed, 
and hypersensitive,- but. making cpnstructlve use of their classroom 
time* Alternately, boys were .seen as disruptive,* boisterous,, disliking 
school, having short attention spans, irresponsible, lazy iTi ^performing 
.tasks; -negative, destructive to property., rest I ess, 3 picked on by teachers, * 
•aad playing aggressively with peers." ^ * • \ . ^ ^ 

Thus, even* though girls were described as passive and somewhat^ . . ' 

introverted, they a! so were seen as using their time constructively 
Girls »were seen in many ways as "playing the gobd student role^^(' whereas 

boys were described^more frequently as rowdy, .boisterous, and generally 

" * \ 
mischievous, showing behaviors clearly *not associated with the 'Jyood 

student roleJ' However,' they were seen as less inhibited and,-es\ 

^ ' V * 5 * • ♦ * 

having a good time with peers- 



Grade Differenc.es 



There were-signi f icant grade differences for II of the 40 "Items, 
although only a few. of these are interpretable (those showing linear 
upward or downward trends and -those showing a "sharp increase or decrease ' , 
followed by a leveling off). These will be discussed first- * T»he remaining 



erIc ' * II 



nrade di 



grade differences have essent 



ally U-shaped patterns indicating high 



means for second and fjfth grades but^sharp decreases for one or both 

I ^ * ^ ^ -.J . . 

of tKe grades iV between • Although 'these patterns were statistically 

significant, we offer no interpretations forjthem, 

* ^1 • • * 
Attention 'span, and physical maturity increased wlth^grade level. 

Negativism or tendency' to' do, the opposite of .'what is requested decreased 
•as students got older^ as did Impertinence apd sassing the teacher. 
This suggests that fstjudents become somewhat more cooperative and better 
^ socta-Pzed to the stuc/ent role as they get older, at jiast within this 
age range- ^ 

\ * 

• ♦ ^ 

Interactions * ' 7 ^ ^ 

' No sex x grade interactionswere significant at the .01 level. 'However,, 
two were significant at the .05 level which' might, b;ear mentioning since 



j^bese patSerns appear in other data from .this study. Boys received higher 

ratings for attention seeking show-off behavior; until the fjfth grade,. 

when this behavior became more- typical of*,gi>rs.„ This same pattern held 

for ratings of boisterous, rowdy behavior." Such behavior became less 

typical of. boys and moVe typical of gir-ls at the later grades. One 

-explanation for these effects is, earl ier maturity in -girls. Several 

. ' "> • 

' investigators have found that, at the earl,y grades, the. student role and- 
■» » , •- , 

the socializing factors influenci'ng girls ai^e more compatible for girls 

than boys, but w.ith increasijig age, the.mal-e role becomes more compatible 



■■J A 



and the female^role less compatible wi'th> the student role. 
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RelatlonshlB^ of Teacher Rankings to Items on the/Behavtor Checklist 

e ' 7'p~^ ' 

■ In, addition to the analyses grade and sex differences in the coders' 

behavioral checklists of target students, analyses of their relationships 

'r ' • 

with teacher rankings on the'l3 bipolar scales also were completed. 

One-way F-test^s. comparing coder ratings on the checkl ist items, using 

consistent teacher rankings (high, medium,^or low) as'classlfying variables, 

showed, that high and low ranking students were perceived consistently 

by coders as wej L . t • . \ 

\ ^ \ 
Ihe Scales were grouped into generjajL-^common sensj^ategorles: general. 



abi.llty and work habits' (careful* vs. careless, persistent vs. needs prodding;^ 
-cooperative vs., uncooperative; creative vs. not cfeatlys; high achiever _ 
VS. J ow achiever; and calm vs. restless); teacher attitudes of affiliation 



a'n*s-4-o-keep vs. WahtsToTiaveTemoved) and concern (needs speical at- 
tention vs. needs no special .attention),; and personal ^jftributes (stands 
Qut vsf.hardiv'noticeable; looks teacher in the eye vs. averts eyes; 
attractive *v^. unattradtive;, and happy vs. unhappy)." The relationships- 
among. these wTl I be discussed In tbis order^^ 



Insert-. Table 2 abouj here 



' Calm,- Good, Self Control vs. Restless, Highly Actfve 

Stud'ents whom teachers ranked as restless were seen by coders as 

seeking attention more, disruptive, boistgrous, disl Iking school , having 
. shoft,attentIqr\ spans. Inattentive to what peers said, easl.jy confused, 

lazy "in performance qf"* school tasks .^irresponsible,, uncooperative In peer 

^ ' J ' 13 ^ • - ' • . - 



situations, suggestible, destructive to property, n'egativisitic, impertinent, 
irritable, picked on by teachers, restless, and aggressive in playing with 
peers. Most* of these re lationshi ps 'are not'^surprising, although restless 
students also were seen as having more fun with peers. 

. galm students were rated by coders as using their time constructively, 
as academic peer leaders, 'and as teacher favorites. Again, none of these 
perceptions is surprising. However, calm students^al so were rated as self- 
conscious and easily embarrassed; as having fixed emotional expressions, 
as lacking emotional reactivity, as shy with peers, and as preferring 
Solitary activities, io, calm students were viewed as more passive and 
less outgoing than their restless counterparts. 



-Gareful— Deliberate ^Worker vs. Care I ess-,lJjla5±y.. Mocker^ „ - _ 

Students that teachers r^ked as careful were seen by coders as aloof 
and socially reserved, though popular with^peePsf as usjj3g, their time 
constructively; as social and academic .peer leaders; and as teacher favorites 
The students ranked as careless, ^we re seen very similarly to those ranked 
as restless, except that the restless students also were seen as inattentive, 
destructive, and aggressive with peers. Students ranked at the middle and 
high end of the "careful" scale also were rated as having less self confi- 
dence than those ranked low (careless). • . 



Tries Hard, Persiste nt Worker vs. Gives Up Easily. Needs to be Prodded 
■ 

The persistent -students we're viewed the same- as the careful students 
on the previous scale: popular with peers; using. time constructively; 
• acad.emjc and social peer leaders; and teacher favorites. Students who 
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geeded prodding (according to the teachers) had similar ratings to those' 
of the "restless" and "careless" students, except that the students who 
needed prodding also were seen^as preoccupied and in^a world of their 
own and as lacking self confidence. 



j Mature, vs. Immature " . 

'1 * Mature students were rated similarly to the high groups on the scales" 

discussed previously, except .that, in addition, mature students were seen 
as preferring solitary activities. The less mature students were seen 
siml'larlyxto the low ranked students on the other scales, except they also 
were rated as being hypersensitive and as having their feelings easily 
hurt.-. Also, while the low persistent students were rated as lacking 



self-ccr.f idencej the low mature students were' not.' 



ERLC 



Cooperative, Comp I i ant vs. Uncooperative, Defiant 

t Cooperative nofninees also were rated similarly to other students 
raaked high on the previous scales: popular with peers; aloof and socially 
reserved; using time constructively; academic peer leaders; and teacher 
favorites. In addition, the highly cooperative, compliant students were^ 
rated as shy and bashful witH peers. Students ranked in the middle of _ 
this scale' were seen as sel'f -conscious and ^easily embarrassed. Finally, 
the students ranked as uncooperative were rated as attention seeking, dis- 
ruptive, boisterous, etc.;^ the same as low students on all of the previously 
discussed scales (except that the uncooperative,^ defiant students also were 
rated as using profane language significantly more). 
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/ Creative, Imaginative vs. Not Creative or imaginative 

Higlnly creative, students were rated similarly to the other high 
/ groups: popular with peers; aca'Semic peer leaders; teacher' favorites; 
' ; ' and using time constructively. However, these creative students were 

not seen ?s aloof, shy, or preferring solitary activities as many other 
highly ranked students were. Low creative students, on the other hand, 
were seen as disliking school; having short attention spans; !azy; ir- 
resonsible; -and suggestible. 'This pattern is similar to the-ones for 
. . students ranked low on fhe previous scales.. However, these students 

also were described as seifi-.cons,eIous, lacking in emotional roactivity,. 
. . preoccupied, shy and bashfu Uwith peers, lack'tng in se.lf-conf idence, ,de- 

pressed, clumsy, and sluggish and lethargic, suggesting that coders saw 
~ low creative students as passive, introverted,- md 1ac1<i ng-i n- se l-f — 
esteem, rather than as troubl'esome or restless. 



Probable Highest Achiever vs. Probabl'e Lowest. Achiever 

High achievers VQPe described similary to the high creative students, 
except that high achievers also were seen as social peer leaders (For high 
creative students, social^ peer, leadershi p was significant at the ,05 level, 
.•however). Low achievers were seen similarly to low creative students, 
in that both types were rated as self-conscious, preoccupied, dislik-ing 
school, etc. However, low achievers were seen differently from low creative 
students in that they were rated as disruptive, boisterous, easily confused, 
hypersenliti've, negativistic, picked on by teachers, restless, and ag- ' 
gresslye with peers. Low achievers not only were .rated h\^\^ on some of 
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the checkl 1st items describing passive and non-coping behaviors, but 
also on those describing aggressive behaviors* This suggests that the 
low achievers are composed of at least two different types of students. 

Would Like to Keep for Another Year for the Sheer Joy of it (Attachment) 
vs. Would Like to Have Removed from My Class (Rejection) and Concerns 
Me a Great Deal, I Would Like to be Able to Devote More Attention to 
(Concern) vs. Does n^t Require Special Attention (Low Concern ) - 
(Cone \ 

Attachment students were rated similarly to the low concern students, 
<,with one exception: low concern students also were given high ratings for 
'^peer social leadership\ Otherwise, the popularity, teacher favoritism, 
and constructive time use items were applied to these students. Rejection 
and high concern students also were similar on 13 of the descriptors: 
disruptive, boisterous, dislike for school, easTly contused > lack' of 
attention, lack of self-confidence, suggestible, irresponsible, ndgativi sitic, 
-picked on, restless, and aggressive.'' The high concern students' a I'so were 
viewed as attention-seeking, inattentive to p^ers, uncooperative in peer 
situations, destructive to property, impertinent, using profane language^ 
irritable, and having physical cpmplaints such as headaches. 

Stands Out, Very Noticeable (Salient) vs„. Hardly Noticeable (Non-Sa Ijent) 

The students ranked as salient were seen disparately by the coders. 
Apparently, salience meant different things to different coders. High 
salient studentrwer^^een"as teacher favorites, gs popular, and as using time 
constructively.. However, in addition, certain negati.v^ attributes also ^ 
♦*were used to describe them.*^ They were seen , as attention seeking, dis- 
ruptive, boisterous, impertinent, irritab le, and aggressive in playing 

■ 17 ■ • 



with peers- These are ^ehaviors Hikely to be noticed by observers, 
Non-sai:) -nt students were described with adjectives denoting withdrawal, 
passivity, or introversion: lack of emotional reactivity, preoccupied 
and in a dream world, shy, preferring solitary activities, self-con- 
scious,, lacking self confidence, ^easily confused, hypersensitive, (je- 

pressed, aloof, suggestible, and sluggish. To some extent, the non- 

^ ^ \ 

salient students were viewed similarly to the non-creative ones, although 

\^ . 

they were characterized more by terms denoting inactivity rather than-^ 

overt act i>ig out. " ^ - 

ft 

J . - ' / 

> \ * 

Looks, You in the Eye vs. Averts Eyes; Attractive vs. Unattractive; and 

Happy vs. Unhappy • ' - 

"High ranking students on the remaining three scales were rated 



essential ly the same. All were viewed as popular, as social and academic 
leaders, 'as teacher favorites, and as using time constructively. Students 
ranked at the bottom of these scales also were seet? similarly: as pre- 
occupied, having short attention spans, lacking in self-confidence, easiW 
■confused, lazy -in school, and irresponsible. Descriptors us&d for 
students who avert eyes and for those who are unattractive are primarily 
those indicati^ng inactivity (inattentive to peers, clumsy, disliking 
school, etc.). However, the unhappy students were rated as showing more 
overt problematiq behavior. In contrast to the other low ranked students, 
they were seen as disruptive, bo i sterqus,^ uncooperative, destructive, 
impertinent, reitXess, and aggressive wi'th peers! Thus, unfiappy, students 
were described as showing more troublesome disruptive behaviors than those 
in the unattractive and averts eyes groups". ' , 

18 . . ^ , 
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Djscussion 



la viewlxig the findings from this- data set. If should be noted that 

the behavi,or problems checklist was added tp.the package of instruments 

* ** * . 

used in the Student Attribute Study chief lyj-o focuson the more negative 

aspects of student behavior. Wbile.some items \did describe positive be- 
havior,, 755S focused on behavior p rob igms. It was felt that this Instru- 
ment would be useful for determining the types of negative behaviors attri- 
butable, to students ranked low on 'many of these scales. No doubt the focus 
of. 'the. check li.st proy.ided a "negative set" for coders,, which could' have 
produced a degree of negative "halo." » ' - ^ ^ 

- Behavior problems which coders attribute'd to boys were mostly of an 

overt-naturev They descr i.bed^^boys ^as^d/isxu&tlye^^b prsterous, restl e^^ 

aggressive in playing with peers, but also as having more fun with peer|. 
Other evidence also supports the finding that boys are generally more salient 
in the classroom and more overtly troubiesome than girls- (Brophy & Good, 1974^. 
Girls were described as self-conscious, easl[y embarrassed and as hyper- 
sensitive (although they were also rated as making more constructive use 
of their time). So, while they did not "act out," any behavior problems they 
may have had were viewed as more covert and passive in nature. 

' As with the other data sets, we see general halo effect^ especial ly . 
in the teacher rankings and the coder ratings. Girls are perceived as 
better behaved , than boyst Findings from the behavioral .jdata shQW that girls 
initiated more interactions with teachers, but boys were contacted more by the 
teacher (we suspect this was a device teachers used to control boys' mis- 
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behavior), so the difference in observer perceptions between boys and girls 
Is probably real. It is also true that these sex, d 1 f ferencQS are probably 
not as neat and simple as the ranking and rating jiata show. " The differences 
are no- doubt more pronounced and overgeneraj i zed compared to the real dif- 
ferences in the behavioral data (Baum, Brophy, Evertson, Crawford, and 
Anderson, Note 4). Nevertheless, tfiere are reaj differences; 

The few interpretable grade differences revealed nothing^^ surpri sinq.- 
Incpease in attention span and increase in physical maturity with age are 
attributable tccognitive and physical maturation, although students also 

become less Impertinent with age. This suggests that soc ia I i zafion may 

■ . . - ■ ■ . ."^ ■ \ ■ 

affect their behavior such that in some areas students learn to behave 

^more-appropriate I y, at least within this age range. 

Certain checkl ist' items were used to describe' students ranked at 
iivt'heT extreme of b\± 13 teacher' ranki.jngs. Stude,nts ranked -high ori^ the 
concern scale and lojf/ on the other scales were described uniformly as having 
short attention spans, .disliking school, easily confused, lazy in the per- 
formance of school tasks, irresponsible, and restless and unable to sit 
sti.l 1/ Students ranked at the high ends of most scales were, described 
uniformly as using time constructively, as academic and social peer leaders, 
and as teacher favorites. ' ^ 

There were some exceptions' to these typical patterns. Ca Im. students 
were seen by coders as easily embarrassed and self conscious, a description 
reserved for students ranked low on the creative scale, as low achievers, as 
non-noticeable, as .unhappy, and as averting their eyes. Calm anS cooperati 
students also were described as shy, socially reserved, and preferring ^ 
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solitary activities. Calm, careful, and cooperative students were rated 
as aloof by coders, even though immature, low creative, and less salient 
students also were described this way. . • 

One item, "picked on by teacher," may cctually be invalid, since, wner 
looks, at the other, more provocat^i ve, behaviors,, it is probable that the 
students are- picking .on the teacher^ rather than vice versa. ^ Also, frequently 
coders could pot judge whether the teacher's behavior .toward a student was 
the result of past provocation, si nee coders frequently did not see 
preceding events from days or even weeks before^4,^.„ 

In many studies combining creativity and achievement, ^findings reveal 
that these jwo aspects of ability are closelyj.related. Only two of the 362 
students were ranked consistently as low in achievement but highly ct^eative 
by the teachers." The coder ratings bear out the close relationship between 
creatTvTty and achievement. Low creative- students were seen as having fixed 
emotional expressions, as shy, as aloof and socially reserved, and as clumsy 
With poor coordination. Low achievers were seen as disruptive, boisterous, 
inattentive to what peers say, negative, impertinent, i.rritable, aggressive 
with peers, and picked on by teachers.^ The low creative and low ^achievement 
groups were identical on all other ratings, however; they both were rated 
'as self-conscious, preoccupied, having short attention spans, etc. 

- The high creative and high achieving students were seen as popular with 
peers, as peer leaders academi^'ca I ly, as teacher favorites- and as social 
leaders. The similarity in ratings between these two groups might be 
explained by the like^hpod that I) creativity Is difficult to measure and 
to discriminate from acadiii^fc^abi I ity;. 2) coders may have inferred creativity 
from.- achievement; and 3) they f^quently did not have enoiigh evidence to 
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judge these two attributes/ Coders did not see work samples, as a general 
rule, although they diid get some idea of work habits and ability from ^ 
samples of* students^ work displayed iri the classrooms. ^ 

In general, the coder data support the accuracy of the teacher dat?, 
despite halo effects. There is. little doubt that these perceptions are based 
on real phenomena conf i rming, the student's unique contribution to classroom ^ 
climate and to teacher-student interaction. 
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84 


'.91 


1. 1 1 


G X S 


354 








Kl 

N 


' 37 


42 


73 


29 


Within 


.'98 








; -22. 


Sugc 


lestible 


, easi ly 


led by others. 


















2nd 


.3rd 


4th- _s 5th 


Source 


df 


;_MS 


F 


-E- 






t - 


3. 12 


2.85 


2.95 


2.56 


Total 


355 


1 .05 








Males • ^ 


sd 


.96 


1.05 


1.02 . 


.77 


-Between 


7' 


2.' 04 


* 


♦ 






N 


33 


46 


74 


25 


* Sex 


1 


2.53 


2.46 


















Grade 






2.27 
1 .54 








X 


3.30 


Z.8I_ 


2.94 


3.15 


J 

•7 


Z « 

1.59 
1 .03 


4 


- 


Females 


■ sd 


1.29 


.86 ■ 


.95 


1. 17- 


G^X S 


J 

348 








N 


37. 


42 


72 


27 


Within 








; ' 23. 


Clui 


Tisi ness. 


awkwardness, poor rnuscular coordination. 














,2nd 


> I- 
3rd 


4th ^ 


5th 


Source 


df 


MS 


F 








X 


2.18 


. 2.24 


2.38 


2.20 


Total 


360 


.45' 








Males 


sd 


.46 


.87 


.80 


.50 


Between 


7 


.45 


f 


• 


• 


N 


/^33 


46 


76 


<^'25 


Sex 




.08 


.19 




















3 • 

3- 


.94' 

.09 

• .45 


2.09 
.19 








X 


2.14 


2.12 


2.41 


2,21 


Grade 






Fema 1 es 


sd 


.35 


.33 


.81 


.49 


G X S 






N 


37 


42 


73 


. 29 


Within 


353 


• 






EMC • 






> 






33 













2*4 ♦ Destruc t i veness in regard to his own/or other property. 







\ - ; 


Grade 
















.2nd 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


Source 


. df 


Mo 


C 

r 


Ma les 


X 


2.59 


2.29 


2.30 


2. 12 ° 


Tot a 1 


360 


' .37 




sd 


\ .96. 


.59 


.83 


.33 


Between 


7 


1 .40 




%■ 


"N- 


' 34 


■ • 45' 


76. 




Sex ' 


f 


.5.10 

- 


14.52 




X ■ 


2.08 


2.00- 


,2.10' 


2. 10 

4 


Grade 


" 3; 


.76 


2. 16 
2.31 


Females 


sd 


.28 


.00 


,50 


- .31 


G X S 


3 


.81 
.35 






37 


42 


73 




Within 





25. Negativism, tendency to do the opposite of requested . 







2nd 


3rd 


4th 


5tn 


Source 


df 


MS 


F 






X 


2.88 


2.48 


2.46 


Z» 40 


Total 




.59 






Males 


sd 


1.22 


.72 


. .82 


"7 r 
* / 1 


Between 


7 


2.07 








N 


,33 


46 


- 76 




• ' Sex 


1 


7. 17 


1 2. 72 
















Grade 


3 


2.23 
.22 
.56 


3. '96 
.39 






X 


'2.43 


2. 19 


2. 18 


2.21 






Females 


sd . 


.93 


.40 , 


.56 


.41 


G X S 

* 


3 

^53 






N . 


37 


42 


73" 


29 


Within 






• 

26. 


1 mpe 


> 

jrtinence, sassing. 
• 




* 1 














2nd 


, 3rd 


4th 


5th . 


Source 


df 


MS 


F 


P 




X 


2.88 


2.70 


2.37 


2.32 


¥ 

Total 


361 


.67 






Males 


sb 


1.17 


.;96 ■ 


.73 


.56 


Between 


7 


2.49 






N 


34 


46 


76 


25 


Sex 


r 


, 3.46 


5.46 


* 














^ Grade 




3.46 
1.18 
.63 


5.45 
1 .87 






•X 


2.65 


2. 17 


2.23 


2.38 


3 




Females 


sd 


1 .06 


, .44 


.66 


.62 


G X' S 


3 

354 




N 


■ ■ 37 


42 


73 


29 


Within 




• 



■ \l. • '27. sluggishness., lethargy ; 



Grade 







2nd 


3rd 


. 4th 


5th 


Source 


df 


MS 






2i24 


2.22 


2.39 . 


O CO 


Tota 1 


-)0 1 


* 


Males 


sd 


.50 


.59 


♦ 65 


.7> 


. Between 


7 






N . 


34 


•46 


* 76 


26 




1 


.32 














Grade 




1.38 














3 




X 


■ 2.22 


2. 12 


2.47 


2.31 


6 X S 




.28 














3 


Fema 1 es 




.53 


.40 


.87 


.66 




354 ■ 


.43 














Wi thin 




N 


37. 


42 ■ 


73 


29 


















* 









.65 



_£_ 



38. Profane language, swearing, cursing . 







2nd 


3cd " 


4th 


5t1i 


Source 


df 


MS 


,F 






X 


2.32 


' 2.09 


2.07 


2.20 


Tota 1- 


361 


.14 






Ma i es 


sd. 


^ .64 


..35 


.25 


.50 


Between 


7 


.48 








N 


34 


46 


76 


25 . 


Sex 


1 


.85 


6.47 
















Grade 




.77 


5.84 


*** 














3 




X 


2. 19 


2.02 


2.01 


' 2.03 


G X S 




.06 


'.45 
















3 




Fema 1 es" 


sd 


.62 


. 1.5 


. 12 


.1.9 


-Within 


. 354 


.13 
























N 


.37 


42 


73 


29 













29. Irritability,, hot tempered, easily aroused 





2nd 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


X 


2.71 


2.65 


2.53 


2.36 


sa. • 


1 .03 


1.14 


.89 


.57 


N 


34 ■ 


46 


76 


25 



ERIC 





2.49. 


2.29 


2.26 


2.52 


»^ Fema 1 es sd 


.96 


.74 ■ 


.71 


.74 


N 


37. 


42 


73 


- 29 



35 



Source 


df 


MS 


Tota 1 


361 


.76 


Between 




^ 1.04 


Sex 


1 


2.38 


Grade 


3 


.60 


G X S 


3 


1 .03 


Within 


354 


.76 



30. Often has physical complaints, e.g.. h eadaches, stomach ache. 

Grade 



Male's 





. 2hd ' 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


X 


2^-12 


2.02 


2.07 . 


2.00" 


sd , 


.48 


.15 . 


.47 


, .00 


N 


33 


■ 46,, 




75 


25 





. 2.17 


2.05 


2.06 


2.14 


V 

i Females sd. 


■ " ^57 


.22 


.29 


.59 


: • N • 


35 


42 


71 


28 



Source df 

TotaJ 

Between 
' Sex 
" Grade. 

G X S 

Within 



df * MS 
354 
7 
I 

3 
3 

347 



__F_ 

[5 
14 

21 1.37 
18 1.15, 



08 
15 



.54 



31. Construct ive-use'-^of time. 



Ma I es 



F.ema I es 





2nd 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


Source 


df 


X 


4.03 


4. 1 1 


4.21 


4. "84 


Total 


360 


sd 


1.42 


1.37 


' 1.18 


1 .31 


Between 


7 


N 


33 


46 ■ 


, 76 


25 


Sex 


1 












Grade 


3 




4.57 


5.02 


4.79 


4.76 


3 


sd 


1.42 


1 .02 


.•88 


.79 


G X S 
Within 




N 


37- 


42 


~- 73 


29 


352) 



MS F p 
'l.45 
■ 5.55 

18.72 13.63 
3.33 2.42 

o 

3.38 2.46 
1.37 



32. Peer I eadersh i p academi ca I I y . 



ERIC 





2nd 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


Squrce 


df 


MS 


F 


P 


X 


3.24 


3.43 


3.00 


3,52 


Total, 


358 


1 .84 






sd 


* 1.26 


1 .44 


1.19 


1.53 


Between 


7 

\ 


4.12 






N 


34 


46 


• 74 


25 


Sex 


1 


7.28" 


4.07 








Grade 


3^^ 
3 


5.85 ■ 
x|.33 
1.79 


3.27 




X 


3.89 


3.78 


3.08 


3.66. 


.74 






1 .54 


1.35 


1.2! 


1 .45 


G X S 


35 1' 


« 


■N 


37 


41 


73 


29 


Within 









36 



\ 



33^ Teacher favoritism. 



*> 


■ 


■ 

* 

2nd 


Grede 
3rd 4 th 


< 

5th 


Source 


df 


MS ' 


F 


_£_ 






2. 55 


2.65 


2.51 


•3.12 

0 


Total 


360 


.9! 






•Males 


sd 
N . 


.87* 


.90 


.81 


1.27 


'Between 


7 


2.29 








33 


46V 


■76 


25 


Sex- 


.1 


76 


85 




0 






\j 1 a w 




^4-34- 

■ • .75 
.88 


4.91 
.85 






'x 


: 2.92 


2.62 


2.62. 


. .3...07 : 


3 


Fema 1 es 


' sd 


1 .09- 


.■88 


-.83 


1. 19 


G X S 


3 

353 




, N 


37 


. ,42 


73 


29 


Within 









34. Picked" on by teacher. 







2nd, 


3rd 


4th 


•3th 


Source 


df • 


MS 




X ■ 


"2.76 


2.20 


2^.55 


2.32 


Total 


361 


,46 


> 

Ma-les 


sd 


• -I.. 16 




.85 


.63 


Between 


7. 


2.32 




N 


34 


. 46 


76 


' 25 


Sex 


1 


7.93 














Grade 


3 


2.05 
,^73 
.43 




X 


2.22 


2.02- 


2-fl'5 


2. 17 


3 


Fema I.es 


sd 


.58 


.15 


.43 


\.38 


G X S 
Within 


354" ' 


V 


N 


37 


42 


73 


,29 



35. Social leadership among peers. 







2nd 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


Source 


df- 


-MS- 


F 


t 


X 


3.47 


3.54 


3.21 


3.36 


Total . 


361 


1.34 




Males 
• 


sd . 


1.26 




1.12 


1. 19 


Between 




1 .79 




N 


34 


46 


76 


25 


Sex 


* 

'1 


6.55 


4.91 














Grade 


3 


1.24 


.93 




X 


3.35 


2.98 


3.00 


3.10 


G X,,S 




• '.74 






t 

sd 










3 


.56 


Fema 1 es 


.82 


r.02 


1 .12 


. I-.26 


Within 


354 


■ 1.33 










11> 








N 


37 


42 


29 











36. Restlessness,, inability. to stt still 







Grade 


- 


1 












2nd 


3rd 


4t-h 


5th 


Source 


df 


MS • 


F 




Y 

' A 


/ 3.50 


3.30 


"3.26 


2.84 


total 


361'. 


1.31 






^ / 


i:48 


1.24 


I..2Z 


l'^. 18 


Between 


2 . 


■ 4.76 






H 


34 


46 


76 


25 


Sex 


.1 


18.74 


1*5. 10 
















3 


1 .83* 


. 1.48 
2.44 




X 


2.92 


-2.57 . 


2.53 


2.93 


Grade 






sd . 


1.19 


. .77 


.85 


.96 


G X S ' 


3 


3.03 


* 


-N. 


37 


42^ 


•73. 


29 


Within 


354 


1.24 







^37 . Aggressive play with peers . 



Males 



* 

•' . X 


2.46 


2' 14 


. 2.42 


2.79 


Females sd 


.84 


;-.35 , 


.85 


1.05 


N 


37..- 


42 


73 


' 29 



•38 . Physical characteristic (short) . 

2nd . 3rd 4th 5th 



.X 


.62 : 


.70- 


- .7-9. 


- .-60, . 


Males sd 


. .74 ■ 


'.96 


.90 


1.04 


34 


.^16 


76 


25 





^nd 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


Source 


*df 


MS 


X 


3.62 


3.35 


3.22 


3.48 ■ 


*> 

Total 


361 


1.34 


sd 


L39 


1.20 


1.27 


1.23 


Between 


7 


12.09 


N 


34 


' 46 


76 


25 


Sex 


• I 


72.87 



_2i. 



Females 



ERIC 



X 


.73* 


.55 


.79 


.21 


sd 


1.02 


.80 


1.25 


-.49 


N 


' '37 


^2 


-* 73 


29 




38 



3^9* Phvsic^l characteristic (skinny.) 
' - * Grade 



r 



\ 



• 


• 2nd' 


3rd 


4th 


5th 


Source" 


* X . 


.35. 


..24 


.54 




To+al 


Males-.^ — ^sd 


.81 


•74 


.1.03 


.76 


Between 


. N 


34 


45 


-76 


25 


Sex 






Grade • 














.35 


:31 


.63 


.41 














G X S 




.82 


-.68 


1.24 


1.05 


Within 


Fema 1 e^. so 










N 


37 


•42 


73 


29 




^ 40* Fhys 


;ical ly 


• 

immature. 


• 


• 

■i 






,2n-d 


3rd-' 


4th' 


5.th 


• 

Source 


X 


/ 1.18 


.85 


.63 


.60 


Tota 1 


• Males sd 


/ 1.22 


1 .17 


.94 


.87 


Between 


- N 


34 


46 


•76 


25 


Sex 




















« 




Grade 


X \ 


1.05 


.55 


,.60 


.31 














G X S 


Fertiales sd | 


1.35 


.83 


I.OI 


.89 










> 


Within 




37 


42 


• 73' 


29 


e 












6 


' » / 




f 






• 



df 
361 
7 
1 

3 
3 

354 



I . 

! ■ 

MS 



.91 



df 
361 

■ 7 
I 

3 
3 

354 



.'63 
.22 
1 .38 
.03 
.92 



, .24 
1.50 
.03- 



MS . 
1.13 

3.20 
2.70 
6.23 
.34 
1.09 



2.49 
5.73 
.32 



_2_ 



t , 



.ERIC 



* £<.05 
** p<.OI . 
*** p<-.OOI 
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if 



\ 

Behavior Checklist Items 



1^ Attention-seeking, 
show-off behavior 

2. Fun with peers* 

3i Self-conscious-, 
easi ly embarrassM' 

'4\ Fixed expression, 
' lack of emotional 
J reactivity 

5. Disrupt I veness, ten- 
^ ' dencyto annoy and 

bother •* 

6. Oofsterousness, 
rowd i npso 

7. Preoccupation, in a 
world of his own, day 
dreams 

8. Shyness^ bashfulncss 
with peers 

9. Proforcnce for 
".sol i tary activities 



Table'2' 

•t^Relciti.onships be,1ween High, Medium, and Low Rankings 

on the 13 Scales and Coder Ratings of Student -Behavior ' 

f . ^ ^ • Persistent vs. 

Calm.-vs. ^Restless Careful vs% Careless" "Needs Prodding 



. Mature v§. 
Imnature 



High Medium Low p High Medium Low p High Medium Low p High Medium Low*^ p 



2.39 3.06 3.98 

4.42 4.69 5.04 

3.22 2.98 2.55 

3.12 2.84 2.30 

2.16 3.03 3.84 

2.16 2.77 .3.68 

3.07 2.97 '2.71 

3.35 2.93 2.39 

3.57 3.03 2.64 



2.83 3.05 3.74 
4.78* 4.56 4.83 
2.88 3.05 2,68 



2.77 3.20 3,^0 
4.81 4.69 4.78* 
2.79 2.88 2.89 



2.77 2.90 2.-15 * *«2.78 2.76 2.74 



?.45 2.99 •3.57> 

2.52 2.80 3.47 

2?64 3.04 2.84 

2.93 3.01 2.62 

3.09 3.08 2.64 



2.45 3.05 3.50 

2.46 2.87 3.33 

2.71 2.85 3.26 

2.91 2.^79 2.87 

5.09 ' 3.03 2.96 



2.63 3.21 3.45 
4.61 4.74 ^.84 
2.89 2.93 2.90 



2.99 2.65 2.65 



2. '42 3.02 3.42 

2.40 2.92 3^24 

2.86 2.94 2.85 

3.03 2.88 2.76 

3.36 ' 3.07 2.63 



Cooperat Ive vs. 
Uncooperative 
High Medium Low 



2.58 3.10 3.90 

4.65 4.66 5.04 

2.95 3.07 2.52 

2.97 ' 2.88 ?.48 

2.32. 2.9i 4.00 

.2.32 2.78 3.79 

2.85 3.09 2.98 

3.08 3.01 2.. 50 

3.25 3.19 *2.8I 



40 



.er|c 



/ 



.41 



Bo^av I or Checklist Items 

»I0. OPslike for school ^ 

J^t^ltopular with peers 

12. Short attention span 

1 3^. Lack of se I f-con f Idenco 

1 1 4.'^ Inatt^ntlvcness*' to 
\what peers say 

15. Easi ty confused 

16. Hypersensjtlylty 
feelings easlt'y hurt ^ 

17. Laziness In school, 

and .performance of tasks 

18. '> IrresRonsibi I Ity, 

undependabi I ity 

I*). Depression, chronic 
sadness 

20 • Uncoopcrat 1 veness 
in peer situations 

21. Aloofness, social 
reserve 

22. Suggestible, eas I ly 
• led by others 




.Calm vs. Restless 
High Medium^ Low p 

2.21 2.63 2.89 *" 

4.36 4.10 4.05 

2.25 3.05 3.59 

2.75 3.02 2.64. 

2.57 2.60 3.07 

2.31 2.72 2.79 

2.47' 2.65 2.45 

2.15 2.73 2.96 

2.09 2.75 3.16 "* 

2.25 2.33 2.09 

2.15 2.46 2.70 

3.4j6 2.87 2.43 

2.61 3.16 3.11 



Careful vs. Careless 
Hl^h Medium Low p 



2.22 


2.74 


2.79 


KM 


4.57 


3.94 


3.95 


Mi 


2.37 


2.90 


3.75 


MM 


2.42 


•3.03 


2.96 


MM 


2.64 


2.58 


2.82 




2.26 


5.55 


2.93 


MM 


2.41 


2.63 


2.59 




2.25 


2.66 


3.03 


MM 


2.23 


2.65 


3.33 


MM 


2.00 


2.33 


2.16 


M 


2.21 


2.43 


2.69 


MM 


3.09 


2.89 


2.53 


MM 


2.76 


3.01 


3.30 


M)< 



Persistent vs. Mature vs. Cooperative vs- 

Needs Prodding . Immature ^ ^ Uncdoperatlve^ 

High Medium Low p High Medium Low ^p ' High Medium Low p 



2.31 


2.53 


5.19 


MM 


2.34 


2.6V 


2.87 


M M 


2.26 


2.67 


3.11, 


MK 


4.47 


4.11 


3.81 


MM 


4.54 


4.10 


3.95 


MM 


4.54 


3.95 


3.96 


MM 


2.40 


2.83 


3.77 


MM 


2.39 


2.76 


3.56 


MM 


2.24 


3.02* 


3-.71 


• M 


2.47 


2.73 


3.17 


MM 


2.53 


2.86 


3.18 


M M 


2.47 


2.97 


2.3r 


M 



2.68 2.52 " 3.06 2.61 2.66 2.78 2.59 2.53 3.20 

2.28 2.40 3.15 2.23 2.39 3.10 2.21 2.54 2.90 

2.36 2.50 2.56 ' 2.38 2.58 2.69 »• 2.53 2.58 2.50 

2.24 2.63 5.11 ««. 2.28 2.59 2.82 *2.I7 2.66 3.10 

f 

2.22 2.60 3.55 2.24 2.61 5.19 2.15 2.63 5.40 

t 

2.15 2.29 2. 20 2.17 2.24 '2. 24 . 2.15 2.^0 2.17 
* 

2.24 2.47 2.62 2.18 2.50 2.43 * 2.15 2.50 2.79 

5.05 2.86 2.70 5.24 2.85 2.74 5.40 2.89 2.50 

2.74 2.81' 5.30 2.64 2.89 5.47 2.65 3.00 5.19 



« » 



\ 



43 



^ Calm vs. Restless 

SC'hav I or Chec k I ? St 1 terns '"gh Medium low p 



?3. 


Clumsiness, awkyard- 
n©ss>*_poor coordination 


9 1 A 

Cm ID 








24. 


Destructive to own 

and others' property , ^ 


/.Ui 


Z. £. 1 


0 A 1 

Z. 4 1 


All 




Ne9^^^v^^'^> tcrxd&^'ro do 
oppos Itg^j^f^fequ est c-d 


2.01 


"2.44 


2.70 




2^ 


^pertinence, sasstng 


2'. 10 


2.38 


2.89 


MM 


27. 


Sluggishness, lethargy' 


2.28 


2.49 


•2.14 


• t 


28.3, 


Profane languago 


'2.00' 


2.13 


2.16 


M 


29.' 


Irritability, hot tem- 
pered, easily angered 


2.06 


2.42 


2.93 


« M 


30. 


Of fen h^s physical com- 
plainsts, headaches 


2.02 


2.09 


2.07 




31. 


Cofistrucf Ive use of 
time 


5.29 


4:46 


3.73 


MM 


32. * 


Peer leader ocademicdily 


- 4.25 


3. .08 


2.57 


MK 


33, 


Te^jchcr favoritism 


3.10 


2.57 


2.43 


MX 


^n. 


Picked on by teacher 


2.03 


2:23 


2.79 


MM 


35; 


Social leadership 
among peers 


^3.30 


,3'. 13 


'5.20 
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'Careful vs. Careless 

High Medium low p • 

2.J2 2.39 2.19 * 

2.06 2.20 2.35 * 
^ « 

2.12 2.33 2.66 
2.23 2.-10 2.67 
2.16 2.45 2.24 
2.01 2.11 2.14 

2.. 18 2.48 2.74 

2.16 • 2.02 2.02 

5.08 4.40 3.79 

4. OB 3.11 2.52 

3.13 2.49 2.43 
2.08 2.25 2.74»** 

3.45 3.07 3.02 * 



Persistent vs. Mature vs. Cooperative vs. 

Needs Prooding hnmature Uncooperative 

High Medium low p High Medium lou p High Med «um low p 



2.14 


2.33 


2.37 




2.14 


2.29 


2.21 




2.11 


2.45 


2.31 ■ 




9 1 *i 


9 A'K 


MM 


9 1 1 


9 9*^ 


9 9/1 






9 1 < 


9 CO • A 


2.12 


2.38 


2.67 


MM 


2.14 


2.41 


2.52 


KM - 


2.00 


2.34 


*2.79'*' 


2.21 


2.41 


2.69 


MM 


2.21 


2.45' 


2.61 




2.1*7 


2.34 


3.00 


2.22 


2.36 


2.37 




2.28 


2.34 


2.10 




2.22 


2.51 


2.23 " 


2.01 


2. 10 


2. 17 




2.04 


2.00 


2. 16* 




2.03 


2.06 


2.2t ** 


2.18)^ 


2.54 


2.70 


MM 


2.15 


2.50. 


2.65 


MM 


2.17 


2.40 


3.00 


2.03 


2.05 


2.06 




2,04 


2,04 


2.03 




2.06 


2.05 


2.04, 


5.09 


4.55 


3.76 




5.18 


4,55 


3.82 


MM 


5.52 


4.50 


3.65 


4.11 


3.27 


2.44 




4.21 


.3.31 


2.52 


M M 


4.31 


3.19 


2.69 "* 


3.35 


2.64 


2.20 




2.97 


2.69 . 


2.40 


MM 


3.14 


2.64 


2.40 " 


2.06 


2.21 


2.70 




2. 10. 


2.25 


2.66 


MM 


2.08 


2.2-1 


2.83 *" 


3.51 


3.13 


2.89 




3.38 ' 


3.22 


2.97 




3.49 


3.06 


3.06 " 



45 




Calm vs. Restless Careful vs. Careless 
Behgyior ChectUlst Iteris High Medium low p Hiph Medli^m low p 



36. RestPess; Inability 

to sit still 2.26 3.00 3.77 . 2.45 2.88 3.81 

37. Aggressive play with 
peers 

38. Short- tall 

39. Skinny-fat 



physical ly /nature 



2.28 


2.83 


3.61 


2.5Z 


2.80 


3.52 














.51 


.71 


.71 


.86 


.65 


.67 


.36 


.59 


.23 


.45 


.54 


.29 ' 












\ 


\55 


.79 


.75 


.70 


.74 


.55 






« 






r 
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Persistent vs. 
Needs Prodding 
Hi gh Medium Low p 

2.42 3.02 3.69 ** 

2.53 2.85 3.48 
.78 .70 .59' 
.45 .46 .44 • 

.64 .80 .63 ^ 





Mature vs. 






Inmature 






Hi9h 


Med i urn 


low 


P 


2,. 38 


2.9.4 


3.61 


KX 


2.50 


2.89 


3.48 




.92 


..56 


.53 




.29 


.53 


.18 


« 


.8d 


.70 


.56 





Cooperative vs. 
Uncooperative 



Hiqh 


Med i om 


low 


2.28 


2.30 


4.06 


2.32 


2.74 


3.94 


.65 


.66 


.35 


.20 


.52 


.25 


.72 


.62 


.50 
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Creative vs. High Achiever vs. 

Not Creative Low Achiever 



Pcr.av i or Chec K 1 1 st 1 terns 


High 


Med t um 


low 


P 


Hiqh 


Med 1 um 


Low p 


* 1 . 


Attention-seeking, 
show-off behavior 


3.07 


3.01 


2.92 




2.96 


3.06 


3.22 


2. 


Fun with peers 


4.78 . 


4.80 


4.32 

T 


« 


4.83 


4.69 


4.57 


3. 


Self-conscious, 
easi ly embarrassed 


2.68 


2.91 


3.62 




2.64 


2.95 


3.15 


. 4. 


F|>ced expres'slon, lack 
of emotional reactivity 


'^.59 


2.67 


3.34 




2^69 


2.71 




5: 


Olsruptlyeness, tendency 
to annoyand bother 


2.83 


2.84 


2.97 




2.63 


2.91 


3.32 


6. 


Bolsterousness, 
rowd t ness 


* 

2.67 


2.82 


2.74 




2.59 


2.81 


3.13 *^ 




Preoccupation, In a> 
.world .of his own; day 
dreams 


2.44 


.2.94 


3. "50 




2.61 


3.02 


3.17 


8.. 


Shyness, bashful ness 
with peers 


2.72 


2.87 






2.69 


2.90 


3.08 


9. 


Preference for solitary 
. activities 


2.91 


3.03 


3.37 




2.94 




3.01 


10.. 


Dislike for school 


2.21 


2.61 


3-24 




2.29 


2.74 


2.87 


11 . 


Popular with peers 


4.54 


4.U 


3.62 


MX 


4.57 


4.05 


3.87 


12. 


Short attention span 


2.55 


2.71 


3.61 




2.49 


2.69 


3.68 


13., 


lack of -sel f-conf 1 donee 


2.50 


2.77 


3.76 




2.33 


2.77 


3.37 



48 



Would Like to Keep Requires special Stands out, 

vs. Remove From Class Attention vs. Does Not vs. Not Noticeable 

High Medium^ Low p High Medium Low p High Mediun Low p 

2.69 2.98 3.69 3.07 ,3.09 2.83 3.75 3.09 2.30 

4^63 4.51 4.82 . 4.62 4.66 4.73 5.18 ' 4.69 3.95 ** 

s 

2.86 2.94 3.03 3.00 2.92 2.81 2.35 2.84 3,.90 

3.03 2.76 2.82 . 3.02 2.72 2..79 2.26 2.6? 3,45* 

2.42 2.93 3.79 3.27 3.05 2.41 3.33 3.02 2.40 

2.34 2.71 3.72 3.0^ 2.87 2.43 ; 3..09 2.85 2.30 



2.90^ 2.95 3.41 * 3.33 2.85 2.59 ** 2.39 ^ 2.76.5.78 



3.06 2.97 2.77 3.13 2.86 2.78 ^ 2.32 2.80 3\85 



3.27 


3.20 


3.05 




3.20 


2.97 


3.05 




2.70 


2.94 


3.93 


x« 


2.29 


2.54 


3.53 


XK 


2.93 


2.58 


2;22 




2.45 


2.58 


2.73 




4.^49 


3.92 


3.71 


MM 


3.84 


4.03 


.4.63 




4.63 


4. 14 


3.46 


XX 


2.39 


2.74 


3.97 


KM 


3.51 


2.90 


2.41 




2.75 


3.07 


2.79 




2.54 


2.85 


3.36 


*^ 


•3.21 


2.86 


2.35 


MX 


2.25 


2.84 


5.63 


XX 



.49 



ec-havior Chochlist Items 

•|4. InattehtlveAess to 
What peers* say* ' 

15. Easl.ly cbrif us'ed 

16. Hypersensitivity, 
feel logs easl ly hiirt 

l\; Laziness In school, and 
\^performaiice of tasks 

18. Irresponsibility, 
undcpendabf 1 Ity 



^19. Depression, 



chronic 



sadness 



20. Uncooperat Iveness In 
peer sltua;tlons 

21. Aloof ness, 'sbc la I 
' reserve ^ * 

22. Suggestible; eas! ly ^ 
- led by others 

23. * Clumsiness, lawkward- 

ness, ppor coordination 

24. Destructive to own and 
others* property 

25. Negativism, tends to do 
opposite of requested 



Creative vs. 
Not Creative 
High Medium Low p 



2.69 2.53 2.97 

2.28 2.39 3.41 

2.45 2.46 2.81 

2.37 2.54 3.08 

2.31 2.59 3.30 

2:07 2.22 2.49 

2.30 2.38 2.57 

2.89 2.83 3.26 

o 

2.66 2.87 3.81 

2.04 2.2b 2.38 

2.11 2.20 2.22 

2.26 2.41 2.49 



High Achiever vs. Would Like to Keen 

Low Achiever vs. Remove From Class 5. 

High Medium Low p High ' Medium Low p 



2.57 2.6! 2.90 

.2.21 2.39 3.14 

2.25 2.51 2.70 
2.35 2.58 3.01 
2.28 2.60 3.20 

2.07 2.27 2.35 

2.26 2.43 2.52 
2.92' 2.94 2.85 
2.67 2.83 3.49 
2.18 2.31 2.28 

2.08 .2.23 2.25 
2.17 2.35 2.59 



2.61 2f45 3.50 

2.28 2.45 3.38 ' 

2.40' 2.53 2.72 

2.25 2.64 3.41 

2.21 2.62 3.59 
2J5 2.31 2.44 

2.22 2.32 2.87 
3.25 2.86 2.92 
2.70 2.82 3.42 

f2.07 2.34 2.36 

2.04 2.19 2.47 

2.10 2.31 2.82 



Requires Special 
Attention vs. Does Not 
Hl()h Medium Low p 



2.90 2.61 2.59 
3.09 2j49 .2.20 



2.59 2.55 2^7 



2.86 2.71 2.21 



3.16 "^^2,70 ,2.16 



2.30 2.29 2.08 

2.54 2.53 2.22 

2.91 2.82 3.05 

3.44 2.89 2.65 

2.32 2.30 2.08 



Stands Out. 
vs. Not^Notlceable 
High Medium Low p 



2.89 .267 2.66 
2.33. 2.58 3.03 



2.39 2.44 3.05 ' 



2.46 2.63 2.67 



2.46 2.69 2.56 



2.0* 2.26 2.51 



2.51 2.49 2.21 



2.54 2.73 3.50 



2.77 2.^4 3.39 



2.18 2.32 2.41 



2<30 2.23 2.03 * 2.18 2.18 2.15 



2.59 2.43 2.16 2.37 2.46 2.18 



50 
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Behavior Check! ist Items 

26. Impertinence*, sasslng 
27t * Sluggishness, lethargy 

28. Profane language 

29. Irritability, hot tem- 
' pered , oas II y angered 

30. Often has physical 
complalntSf headaches 



32 



Creative vs. 
Not ,Creatlve 
High Medium low p 

2.31 2.41* 2.34 
2.06 2.30 2.50 1" 
2.02 2.17 2.08 

2.43 2:43 2.39 * 

2.09 ^2.03 2.05,/^ 



Constructive use of 
time 



Hl>3h Achiever vs 
low Achiever 
High Medium low 



i / 

er ^'^'N^ 



Would Like to Keep 
vs. Remove From Class 
High Medium low p 



2.28 



Requires Special Stands Out 

Attention ys. Does Not ? vs. Not Notlcc:jble 
High ModiuTT. low p High Medium low p 



2.56 



2.05 
2.23 ' 2.44 



2.08 2\l5 



^ 2". 18 


■ 2.26 


^.95 " 


2.56 


2.43 


2.19 *• 


^ 2.51 


2.43 


2.10 


" ^ 2.22 


2.42 


2.46 


2.40 


2.36 


2.11 * 


2.09 


2.33 


2.50 


2.01 


2.09 


2.28 


2.20 


2.14 


2.00 *• 


2.07 


2.10 


2.00 



2.54. 



2.05 , 2.04 2.11 



2.12 2.38 2.92 
2,02 2.02 2.21 



2.51 2.51 2.21 
2,09 2.05 2.C6 



2.65 2^53 2.18 '' 
2.16 2.09 2.06 



Peer leader academlcatiy 
acadcfnical ly 
33., Teacher *favorlt Ism 

"*^34; l^ickod on by teacher 

35. Social leadership,/ 
among peers / 

36. Restlessness, Inabmty 
to sit still 

37. Aggressive play with 
peers 

38. Short- tall P 

39. Skinny-fat 

40* l^hslcally liymaturo- 
% physically mature 



4.89 


4.67 


3;95 


H« 


5.02 


4.61 


3^97 




\ 5.12 


4.52 


3.38 




3.86 


4.49 


5.08 


UK 


4.63 


4.44 


4.82 


4.06 


3.38 


2.49 




4.23 


3.17 


2.54 


MM 


\ 4.19 


3.18 


2,31 


KM 


"2.60 


3.07 


43l7 


liK 


3.93 


3.22 


2.89 


2.94 


2.67 


2.30 


MM 


3.-05 


2.65 


2.39 


MM 


^■\3.06 


2155 


2.23 


HK 


2.27 


2.51 


2.94 


Mil 


3.00 


2.61 


2.41 


2.19 


2.27 


2.45 




2.11 


2.34 


« 

2.56 


HH 


2:10 


"2*21 


'2.79 


MR 


2.56 


2.29 


2.03 


Mil 


2.30 


2.27 


2.20 



3.35 ,3.21 2.76 * 
2.69 2.78 3.26 * 



3.56 



2.59 



3.14 2.90 
2.90 3.42 



3.49 3.01 2.87 



2.39 2.85 4.00, 



/2?59 


2.86 


3.00 


2.50 


2.87 


.0.20 


2.46- 


2.76 


3.35 


3.11 


2.89 


2.48 


' ^.76 


.68 


.92 


.75 


.64 




.90 


.64 


.46 


.60^ 


.57 


.67 


• .28 


.38 


.76 


.40 


.45 


-.40 


.34 


.48 






.35 


.25 


.83 


.66 


.89 


.81 


.68 


.68' 


.91 


.71 


.77 


.71 


.63 


.67 



























2.82 3.11 3.70 3.96 3.14 2.43 

3.24 3.05 2.44 3.12 3.04 2.58 * 



.56 .59 .78 
.35 .32 



.60 

.88 .5? .60 




52 . 
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i 
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Behdv lor Checklist Items 

«r. Attention*- seeking, show-off 
behavior « 

" r 

2. Fun ^Ith peers 

3. ^ Self -conscious, easily 
embarrassed 

,4.* Fixed expression, Jack of 
emotlo'^al reactivity' ' 



Looks You in 1he Eye 

vs. Averts Eye 
High Medium low p 



3.63 2.86 3.14 * 
5.06 4.62 4.31 «» 



Attract I ve vs. 
Unattractive 
High Medium low p 



3.15 
5.06 



3.07 3.17 
4.77 4.23 



2.60 3.03 3.41 ' 2.7b 2.84 3.17 



2.34 2.78 2.79 



2.05 2.67 3.04 



Happy vs. 
Unhappy 
High Medium low p 



3.06 2.98 3.35 

5.04 4.57 4.54 

2.61 3.16 2.97 * 

2.49 . 2.84 ' 2.89 



5. . 


Disrupt iveness, tendency to 
annoy and bother 


3. 


00 


2.81 


3.14 




• 

* 2. 






94 


3.19^ 




2.61 


2. 


83 


3.43 




Boistorousness, rowdlness 


2. 


71 


2.65 


3.17 




2. 


67 


2. 


93 


2. ,98 




2.55 


2. 


73 


3.27 


7. 


Preoccupation, In- a world of 
his own, »!»!»/ dreams 


2 


49 


2.99 


3 "^4 


» X 


2 


63 


2. 


84 


3.49 


XK 


2.49 


3 


04 


3.38 




Shyness, bashful ness .ihi , ^rs 


2 


46 


3.01 


3.41 


K X 


9 


6? 


o 


d6 


3.26 


KX 


2.53 


3 


02 


3.00 




Preference for solitary 
activities 


2 


66 


3. 18 


3.21 


If 


3 


00 


3. 


06 


3.28 




2.80 


3 


.18 


3.27 


10. 


Olsfiko for. school 


2 


.18 


2.40 


3.04 


X ^ 


2 


.43 


2 


72 


3.00 


X 


2.22 


2 


.62 


3.09 


11. 


Popular' with peers 


4 


60 


3.99 


3.62 


X X 


4 


.79 


4 


10 


3.35 


»n 


4.78 


4 


08 


3.70 


12. 


SlK>rt orteni ion spd-^ 


2 


.57 


2.66 


3.60 


*X X 


2 


.58 


? 


.81 


3.61 


* X 


2.27 


2 


.92 


3.6? 


13, 


lock of sel f-contidonco 


2 


.46 


2.84 


3.61 


« X 


2 


.42 


2 


.74 


3.55 


XX 


2.27 


2 


.98 


3.14 


14. 


Inattent Iveness to what 
peers say 


2 


.86 


2.53 


3.03 




2 


.74 


2 


.51 


3.36 


XX 


2.53 


2 


.57 


3.31 
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: BehaVior Checklist Items 

•I5r 1 Easily confused - 

;i6. Hiypersenslt fvlty, feelings 
easl I,y hurt 

I7i Laziness In school, and 
performance of tasks 
« 

Its . I rresppns I b 1 1 i ty , 
undependabi I Ity 

!>t9, Oepcesslort, chronic sadness 

;26, -Uncooperat i veness in peec^ 
situations " ^ 

'21. Aloofness, social reserve 

^22, Suggestible, easily led 
■ by others * 

25. Clumsiness, awkwardness, 
poor coordination 

"24. Oostructive to own and 
ott{ors* property 
I 

:25. Negativism, tends to do 
opposite of requested 

26. Impertinence, sassing 

27. Sluggishness, lethargy 



Looks You in 1ho Eyo 

vs. Averts Hyc 
High Mod turn low p 

2.29 2^44 2.97 * 

2.49 2.50 2.86 • 

2.26 . 2.55 3-. 10 * 

2.34 2.56 3.14 * 

2.09 2.3t 2.45 

2.43 2.35 2.62 

2.69' 2.89 2.76 ' 

2.91 2.91 3.34 

2.06 2.22 2.34 

2.20 2.13 2.54 



Attractive vs. 
Unattractive 
Hig h Medium low p 

2.3i 2.45 3.23 * 



2.41 2.51 2.72 

2.33 2.64 3.11 

2.38 2.59 3.20 

2.10 2.21 2.37 



^''f.37 -2.38'. 2.72 



2.85 2.90 2.72 

2.73 2.77 3.46 

2.02 -2.27 2.54 

2.1/ 2.24 2.17 



Happy vs. 
Unhappy 
High Medium Low p | 

2.20 2.71 .2.86 

c 

2.31 2.60 2.81 *l 

2.25 2.63 3.1.6 

2.18 2.69 '?.'27 
2.08 2.22 2.38 * 

2.24 2.38 ' 2.81 
2.83 2.92 2.78 

2.75 3.10 3.22 

2.08 2.38 -2.43 

2.02 2.19 2.49 



2.25 


2.34 


2.59 


2.33 


2.41 


2.30 


' 2.18 


2.37 


2.62 ' * 


2.49 


2.36 


2.69 


2.44 


2.42 


2.43 


2.27 


2.40 


2.84 


2.06 


2.41 


2.45 * 


2. 12 


2.29 


2.66: 


2.12 


2.42 


2.41 * 
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Looks 
vs 

Li ^ nK 


You in the Eye 

Averts Eye 
Med i um Low p 


AUract Ive vs. 
Unal tractive 
Miqh Medium Low 


P 


High 


Happy vs. 
Unhappy . 
Med i um Low 


P 


28. 


.Profefno language ^ 


'^.00 


2. JO 


2.28 * 


2.06 


2.12 


2.11 




2.00 


^2.15 2.16 




29. 


Irritability, hot tempered, 
easi ly angered 


2.54 




2.48 


2.46 


7.40 


2.47 




2.33 


2.43 


2.7a 






Of ten" has physical complaints, 
.headaches 


2.11 


2.05 


2.19 


2.10 


2.03 


2.09 




, 2.04 


2.03 


2.06 




31. 


COnstruc^ti ve uso of tlmo 


4.77 


4.79 


3.97 


4.94 


4.60 


3.89 




5.08 


4 .45 


3.68 


»« 


32. 


Peer'leader academically 


4 ,00 


3.21 


2.52 


3.94 


3.24 


2.53 


UK 


4.22^ 


3.11 


2.62 


NX 


33. 


Teacher favoritism 


3.23 


2.57 


2.31 


3.13 


■2.63 


2.26 




3.55 


2.63 


2.32 


«« . 


34. 


Picked on by teacher 


2.23" 


2.19 


2.66' 


2.25 


2.33 


2.47 




2.12 


2.22 


2.65 


nil 


35. 


Social leadership, among 

peers 

• t 


3.69 


3.06 


2.62 


3.65 


3.24 


2.62 




3.78 


3.04 


~2.8I 


XX 


36. 


Restlessness, Inability 
- to sit sti n 


2.77 


2.9a 


5.31 . 


2.81 


2.91 


3.40 


M K 


2.51 


2.88 


3.62 


XX 




'Aggressive play with peers 


2.69 


2.69 


3. 14 


2.62 


3.06 


2.98 




2.53 


2.92 


3.19 


XX 


38. 


Short-tal 1 


.69 


.64 


.66 


.65 


.65 


.66 




.63 


.82 


.51 


> 


39. 


'Skinny-fat 


.37 


.48 


.41 


.23 


.45 


.60 




.39 


.47 


.30 




40." 


Physically Irrmature- 
physical ly mature 


.77 


.76 


.83 


.83 


.65 


.62 




.73 


.71 


.73 





£< .05, 
,* £ < .01 " 
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